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ABSTRACT . ’ -

' The study attempts to specify and verify the -
decisionmaking processes utilized by g¢roups when. faced with a &
multistage rating task. It is also designed to upgrade group efficacy

by introducing some procedural guidelines which groyp members are

asked to follow in resolving differences. This "structured®
intervention encourages members to seek out differences of opinion
and dissuades ‘thea from using “"conflict-reducing® techniques such as
majQrity vote or-trading. In addition the study examines aspects of
interpersonal styles on group functioning, .in particuylar
self-oriented, individualistic behavior which is apparently
dysfunctional to group processes. The major implication of the study,
is' that it is indeed possible to improve group performande, even in
groups with potentially "poor" members, via a simple strictures
intervention. (Author/wH) . ”
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Within' the'lagt decade the uge-of groups. in decision-makinq and

' pfoblem—801v1ng situdtiops7has.grown extensively. While the exfatpﬁt

A3

literature is replete with studies which enumerate'conditiona,uéder which

2

. v . . J Y
groups operate most efficiently; few artimles have dealt with the modifi-

2

excbpt;ons are the studies by Maier and Solem ‘]95?), Maier and Hoffhan -
© (196Q), Hall eingilwunans (1979), and Hall anmd Watson (1971). If the ,
full' potential of, deéision~makiné groups iﬁ‘£0 be rﬁqliied, concentrated
ﬁfforts are needéd to furthér delineate-these fuc1litative ppgcesses.
| Further, auch efforts should be directed toward translating ‘theoretical
- findings into pradtical ﬁ;:licutions. . . . ] ’
| Recently, Hall and W 1iam3'(1?70) u?derto;#’such an 1nvea£1gation.
They utilized group dynamics-training as a ﬁgchnique for’médifying group
' decision-making processes. They noted?that trdined groups consistenily .
r> per%ormed more effectively than untrained groups on measures of deciqion:
qunlity, utilization of best ‘resources and creutivity. Two procedural‘
. factors seemed to differentiate the fUnct?oning of control grqupa from
the performunc? of trained groups. The first fuc&or, a "strain toftatd
.cpnverg;nce" phenomenon was the tendency of Qntrained groups {; goaleege
rapidly so that\they could reaéh a dqcision and discharé;‘tﬁe FGB;E%FT"
bilf%y with whicﬁ they were charged. Convergence geemed to be valued as

\ .
a precondition to decision-makinQ. Presumably; it 1ntroduced a, sense . of

' urgency in groups which, in turn, affected the Qcc1§1on techniques employed

and the manner in which opinjon differences were -handled, The second
factor, which is diréctLy related to the first;iconce;ned'the resoiution~
. . . i

of copflicts. * Untrained groupg appakently handléd conrlict via quick’ .
Eretby

. .
N 'y
- ! ) -
.

c_tion;Qzm_QQiliﬁgxignmgimgnnup“dnciaiop;makingupnocessgg,ﬁwuot¢b1@"””_wNﬁmhmw“

“}



BEST COPY AVAILABLE
v ) * | - | ;
, -éompmanises and emplo}ed decision-techniques such aslhajority rule.
Trained groups, on the other hand; actively sought out points of dis-
agreement and thus promoted conflicts, which they presumably treated as

. symptomatic of incomplete sharing qf informat%on-pmong members . For .

_“m““*m;malflmt;gined_gxéupg,Mconuexgence«hecame Jdegs._of ‘a. concernmxhan thc.mnnncr”“"mwmm““wwm“;

in which itvwaa to be achie@éd. It is important to note, however,‘that
T

both of the aforementigzgﬂ féctora were based on inferred” dynamics\?f
‘statistical comparisins of the-dhpa. No attempts were made. to, verify

such inferences via the'opservér report method, nor was aﬁ} post -
discussion data colrected fnpm the untrained subjects..

® Ina 1ate: Btudy; ﬂall and Watuon=(1971) atxempted to enpapsulnte

the ;engthy gro&p dynamics training e;ployed in the 1970 stud{ by Hall and

>

~

Williamﬂ_;nto a set of normative 1pstructions i¢h) essentially, were designed

to break the convergegce strain phenomenon noted g untrained groups. In

- i l

addition these fnstructions were designed to logitimMze oertain confrontive

behaviors on the part of group wgmbqrs which, although thought to be essential
g .fér creative and.pfoductife group action, are‘tybacaily:viewbd as devfknt and

disruptive acts witﬁin groﬁpﬁ. Specifically, the instrucfions were déiigned

to promote a fullér sharing of ideas and. opinions via a consensual renolutionu

of differences. The rebults of the Hall and Watson study indicated that

groups receiving the normative instructions consistently outperformed

) . . i
: _ uninstructeli groups. The performance differences noted were attributed \\> .

- to the consensusl decision techg;ques employed by instructed groups., It

ot was implied thateggfnstrueied gr u?s performed less well.because thcy did

not use such a consensual technique, and-resorted to more traditional modes
- t - )

' , .

;
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of decision—making sudh as mador ty rule. S

SO Again, however, many qI these conclnsions are hused on inferred *

3

.

dynamics of group processes via staﬁistical-comphtisons bf the-data. E

»
H

. i ’ o '0“
CP 306) st&te tha@, .M.growpa were polled

e ‘

h_.obghx thﬁ nmnnﬁr.xp uhich théy.had heen

-

able to work" w they do no cleaqiy specify how they were polled"

whether individually or ﬂh thelr group. This 1s am 1hporhant con81dera—

¥ i

L
tion since confounding variables nay qnter %?to,thg antuntion if members

13

are polled in the presence of each other (e g. conformity 1ssues) In

. e

"addition, it has been pointed out elsewhere (Mangham and Coopcr, 1969).

- 1 . . i

that others mgy be better or more accurate sources ot -one q behawior ih

a group situation than the person is himqerf Fu;thctmore,.se1f~reporta

aa such should be considered as dependent meusures, rather than aa a check

on one's independent m&nipulation. Patently, t.otal reliance on hélf~
]

-

reports or inferehcea drawh from statistieal analyses of the data lead

-~ (Y

to ﬁgﬁpulation as to the actual processes employeddby groupa 1n’resolv1ng

(

decisions. If, however, 3elf~reports are used in conjunction with otha‘
b technlques, in particular observer reportsg, a more aosurate and realiu 1c

measure of the group protesses and procedural factors actua&ly emp]oycd

W
R . B C

should be obtatned A T . R

-

1

The presont study combines, adapts and ettéhds earlier Lechniques.-

It attempts to speoify;and verify_the-&eoiaion~making procepqga utilizad

. r
13

. by .groups when faced with a multi—d%oge knﬁing Lusk. More importantly,

the present study is designed Lo up grade group vfficacy}by &ntrodueing

' L

some procedural guidelines which group members are usked to rollow in
A

ﬁbsolving Al fferences . Tho rationalea bohlndnthn lnntructiona are bnaéd.

L)

$
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\ instructed groupq, will be up-graded. _q~\

who possess such characteriutics in advanég‘wﬁﬁf' p(ove to be a valuuble

. .
) : :
N . ; . ml‘.q
. "
. .

in iéféé part, of the theories pbsited by MﬁGrEgor ki9663 1967) in

distinguishing between ' successful and ' unsuccessful groups, and on the
findings. and suppositions of Hal} and Williama (1970) and Hall and Watson '
(1971). “The instructions are adapted from the Hall and Watson study and

are designed to promote éonsen§ual appro&ches to decision~making which,

groups. By\encouraging members to seek out differences of: opinion,

and by d&ssuading them from using conflict -reducing" techniﬂues such

,Qﬁ majority vote or trading, it is expected that group effiphcy, among

§
fv -

. In addition to investigating the facilitation\o¥ ro%p functioning
1

" via a "structured intervention" (i e., the instructions), the preésent

study examines aspects of interpersonal styles on group functioning.
v : i .
Collins and Guetzkow (}96h), suggest that certain dspects of personality
in a dééision-m&king group ban.repreéent a pétential area of trouble be-
: (R :

cause they may increase or introduce additional "interpersonal obstacles"

- into the situation, Successfﬂl}y coping witﬁ*ynterpersonal obstacles can

contribute as much“toward group’ roductiVityias mastering the problems

A}
posed by task- enwironmentai Obstacles. Bécausg groyp members often have

% tendency to ignore the interpersonal laaueq, Collins and Guetzkow believe
that interperscnaL ‘obstacles are the major berrier 'o-taak effébtiveness_‘>
in many. groups .- .wherefore, it is reasonable to ussume that certain per-

sonality characferistics can generate increaaed inberpersonal demands,

and in turn, can hinder effpctive group, @antioning Idnntlrying members

/ .n '
Vpredxctive tool.. L

One specific personality characteristiq which appvara to be dysfunctlonal

. N . .
Coy -
* .
° *
] . - .
Lt ' i v
v e s
. . . . N T . Lot
. . )
v
B
i

_ Pl."’:‘s‘..m.!@b)l.x’ ér'?_ _n__O.t_gen_exfall.yf_emplpxéd__by procedurally "unseophisticated" ... 7. ..

"

.//
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to group pfogesnes is gglf~o§1énted; 1pdividualis£ic behavior, "In a

two-way communication system,-ﬁpnfer and Bass' (1963) reported that "self-
S0 1 i . . . -
oriented" subjects (as measured by Bass' Orientation Inventory), “turned

.

of " disegreeing partners, and permittedfagreein ones to talk more. If this:

-,
3
2
A
-

Wgne’might reasonably expect that it would impaf;'group performance due

N 1

to.a limitation in the number of ideas expressed. When fewer solutions - L

Y

arefgiscussed, a group is less 11ke1y;"to hit" upon the correct solution.
While later studies by Bess (1967) continue to define the self-oriented
grouﬁ member ggjoratively'and sugéest that such a personality type is

dysfﬁnctional to group processes, no clear evidence was presented con-

9, cerﬁing the functioning of such individuals in a decision-meking situation.

Q‘.‘ M "
7 .After raviewing literature on personality variables and small group

pﬁrformance, Bouchard.(1969) hasg- suggested that future research should
concentrate on predicting the "constituents of interpersonal effective-

" negs"” since théy accounted for the mejority of differences noted umang

4

&I'OUPS .
The present stéQf,_using Bass ' Orientation Inventory (1962), will .

examine some of these "constituenys" by composing groups which are homo-

{
A ¥

geneous with respect o their measyred level of gelf-orientation. In line
with the above discussion, énd based on previous reéearch,‘one_could

reagonably assume that "high" levels of such a trait will engender increaned':

interpersonal demands in the groups, thﬁ;eby decrehsing'grgup performance
" on’'a decision task. Conversely, groups who have "low" levels of such a
trait should be mble to perform mdre effectively:

Thus, two general hypotheses are posed in the pregent, study:

: . LN
.“-;Ttype"Qfmhehayior»weremtowoccunmin_amgroupmdécision:mak1ng"situation+mmwmmm-“L““muww"m
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o composed of memberS‘who are all ' "low" on the measure.

3 ]

Groups compoced of individuals receiving the ' structured -
intervention" ' (instructed groups), w1l perform miore effective
‘than groups compesed of mémbérs not receiving the "intervention'.
(1.e., uninstructed groups ).

’0
Regardless of whether or not they receive the "intngention R
‘groups composed of members who are all "high" on a measure of

.self-orientation will perform less effectively than groups

= ..‘J

) ‘ '
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EXPERIMENTAI, DESIGN. ,
. ~ . -

Setting and Subjects .
The study was conducted in connectlion with a portion of the

curriculum of an Administrative Science course for undergraduates at
LA ‘

Purdue Universitv during the ]97?~73 academlc _year. In essence, the study

employs a 2X2 design, with’ inatructions and se1f~or1entation eonstituting

the two factors of integysp.' In all, 916 students f rom six clxaa seclions
. ¥ ) l .

completed Bass' Orientation Inventory. On the basis of COTinf norms

(Bass, 1967), students were dichétomized into "high" and "low"- levels

.~

of self-orientation. Those scoring- above the 59th percentile were classi-
fied as "high self-oriented" while those scoring below the Lsth percentite

were classified as "low self-oriented”. Of the origina? 216 students,

1l scored in the "high" or "low" categories and were formed into 36 four-

man g;Bhps, 18 of which were comprised of "low" selfsoriented members while

' the other 18 groups consisted of studentﬁ\v:ho had all 'scored "high" on the

meaqﬁre of self-orientation. Students scosing between the 45/55th percentile

levels served as group observers,

14

Class sections of the course were randomly askigned to experimental

. .
(instructed) and control (uninstructed) conditions. Thus, a four-way

c]assxfication of the 36 groups existed: instructed high self-orfented;

1nstkucted Tow self—orienteé?ﬁunlnstructed high self—oriented uninstructed

J -~ ) -." b ‘) : .

low self—priented.

PR

Prior to the experimental period, clnss members had been exposed to

-
various presentations of 1ndividun1 motivation, orgunizationul theory

3
and the 1ike and had spent several hours in the pres vnco of one another.

Therefore, the groups should be thought of as "quasi-ad hoc" rnther than

“
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- The-SelfeOrientation- MeBBUe- .« ot ot e+ e e e am o

The Decision Task _ .

-
- . EAEREY

- . \
L)
. . . L

stri€tly &s ad hoc entities since the latter term implies little or no

+

previous mgmber familiarization. - However the groups employed cannot be

conside;ed."establishedV entiti®s since the amount of member familiarizea- ;;)

d

tion or {nteracbﬁbn priorto the experiment wns mi:}mgl. .

[} . 1

R Y - N
Bass' Oflbntation Inventory (0RI)~13 ) se1f~administeriné qucstionnuiro

.which consists. of 27 triads of questlons about personal preferencea. values

P -----*hm-.r;.--“""R

and projqp 1ons. The instrument generates‘three scores which have shown :

- Y

promising relntionahips to, various criteria (ans, 1967). Only the solf»

o
orfentation" score 1s Of concern here, -as this was t'hf‘ basia by which subjects %?f
, . N
were cdtegorized as "high" or "low" s&lf-oriented. In describing self-
orientation, Bass (1962; p 3) states:
"Qelf-oriéntation reflects the extent a person Y )
describes himself as expecting direct rewards - L
to himself regardless of the job he is dolng or ¢ ‘ ‘
. . the effects of what he does upon others working -
L with him. For him, a group ig literally a theatre _ .

in which certain generalired needs can be aatis-
fied. The other -members sre both the remainder of
the cast as well as an audience for which the self-
oriented member can air his personal difficultles,

. .fain esteem or status, agress or dominate. A person
with a high score in self-orientation is more likely
to be rejected by others, to be introspective, to be
domlnating and to be unresponsive to the needs of-

, others around\g;m He i8 concerned mainly with him-
self, not co-workers' needs or the job to be done . "

4.
*

N~
y .
The detision task empboyed was the NASA Moon Surviva],Problum (Hn1)

.

and Watson, 1971). The pro&iem concerns th predicament faced by a apace \
crew which has crash landed Dn Lho moon, Fiftoen it\\n of vqulpment aré
Jeft in working condition after 1anding and partictpnnts are to rank these

items in order gf their relative value and utilitly for survival. The

i - \ . o e
- . ' g«j" Do - '
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rationele for thé uie of* the task has been“ﬁggsribed in det@il elsewhere -

(Hall and. Watson, 1971) The taﬁk demands Oﬂ the problem are generally

. considered to be representative of: multiwstage deodsion-making ;ituationa. .

» . 'CI. L.
Procedure * . L. ' : S : \ -
..--*m. - . . - . . J

7

o -

Inventory and vere told that they wduld rgceive feedback about the inetru}

t .

ment later in the semester.- On the day of‘the experiment, students were

Eariy in the aemester, olaas members qompleted thg Orientetionmhwummmm"

-

*4

asked to engage in a deciaion-making exercise'for purposes of demonstration

' presentations of background information and‘task objectives. Each student

received two copies é} the NASA Task and was asked to«ummp]ete his answers

in diplicate. Students were told to complete the task individuglly with-
out discussing their answers with others.' After all aubjecta completed

both copies of their ranking, one copy was collected by the experimenter

»”

and the other copy- was keptnby each student to be used in the next partw
of the '’ exercisé ’ .w' - ' :'; . '
The experlnenter then anngdnced the studenta names in groups of
four. ;;udents not assigned to a group‘:ere asked to serve 48 group- ob~
. r .

seryers and‘report to another area to receive-their'instructions.—'

-

Subjects ‘were unaware of the fact that’ their specific group assignments ’

had been previously determined on the basis of thei& "ORI" scores.
I o'
’ Participants were then asked to Join their respective groups for

“the purpose of. arriving at a group decision on the NASA Task. ;A Group

*

Ranking Sheet" was dlstributed to each group SubJects were told thax they

had a maximum of 40 minutes in which to reach a grodp decision but that
£

it was pot necessary to use the full period VVThe groups worked in ueparate

AN

. #

- and future class discussion . All subjecta in the Btudy rece&;gd 1dentica1 ’
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, .7 conflerence rooms. ’ '
, . : <0 N Y.

The previous instructions were given to all groups . Prior to.

thel worﬁugp the experimental task, however, the'"lnptructedﬁ_grOupa

werd presented with a@diiional directions which Eeﬁréﬁent the "structured

O U A A W s see SEm T et A e M i e s meiive = e s Y= At flh aw ATeaaRws M miiet swes e 1h Weiamie cee v s ema e

1'd like you to usé a special technique in arriving at
*.your group decisions on the NASA Task. The*technlque
involves' the decision mode referred to as "abnsensus' .
First, let me read you some remarks that Hen;Franklin
gaid whén he addressed the ‘Constitutional Convention on
September 17, 1787. They concern his feelings 'on con-
sensus, and the reasops for’his suppdrt of -the proposed
document,. - Plbase listen closely:. o - . _
Mr. Prégident, I confess there are several . g;ts.of ihis} ?f
Constitution which I do not at present approve, but, I am®® 4 .
 not ‘sufe that I shall ngvér approve them; . For having N
: e lived Jong, I have ekpef@%nced'many instances of being .o
L. - obligéd by. betterr information. or fuller consideration to * ° .
' . _ chang@ épinions even dn important subjects, which I once*
- % . ¢ ‘thought right, but found to'be otherwise.. It is therg-

e - fopéi;natuthe older T grow, the more apt I am to doub

% o o my qﬁﬁ”qugment, and to pay more respect to the judgment,

. . of qfhérs_ ¥ Thus, I tonsent, Sir, to this Conetitution
“becqusé %i{%}:ct no better, and because I am not sure R
that, 1t"¥s 8¢ the best...on the whele, Sir, I cannot - -

help expresding a wish that every member of the' fonvention

who may stiil have objectiops to it, would with me, on

S, this occasion, doubt & lijtle of his own infallibility-- -

A and to make manifest our unt¥ihity, put hfs name to this

. ' . instrumert.» - _ ' 'z L

The following comments were then preserited:’

s
e
.8

. ' The task on which;yog"are gbout td begin involves group . '
" ¢ decision-making. Your group is to employ the method of ° .
. Group ConsenMs in reaching its decision. This means that
the prediction of each of the fifteen (15) ranks must be
agreed upon by each group-member before 1t becomes.a part
-of the group dedision.\'Cbnsensus is difficult to reach.
« gherefore, not every ranking will meet with everyone's,
complete approval. Try, as a group, td make each ranking
.one with which all group members can at least partially
agree. llere are gome guldes to use in reaching consensus:

’

L] ¢ N

. .
.
. . : 1 )
\ . .
. .
\ - —_— | . .
s . . , Y
. .
. .
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- t0 each groups

~—

~1]m~

Avoid arguing for your own individual Judgments.

Approach
the task on the basls of logic. ¢

A

Avoid changing your mind gg;l_in order to reach agreement
and avold conflict. Support only solut}ona with which -
you are able to agree somewhat at lcast.

" Avoid "conflict- -reducing” techniques such as mejority
vote, averaging or trading in reaching decisions.

View differences»of opinion gs’helpful rather than as

a hindrance in decision-meking. Differences of opinion
are natural and expected. Seek them out and try to
involve everyone in the decision process.

Disagreements can help the group's decision because with

. ) a wide rangc of information and opinions, there is a

! greater chance that the group will hit upon more adequate
: solutions. . ’ .

In addition, s written summary of the above remarks was given to

A Y

each subject in the "instructed condition, and subjects were requested

to re-read the instructiona before beginning group discussion on the NASY

Task.. )

»

"Uninstructed” growps did not receive the additional information

- presented above and were left to thelr own devices in uggiving at proup de-. “
P ¢ -

cisions. A With these exoeptions, all other procedures were identical for

F )

both "instructed" and "uninstructed" conditions.

As was earlier ‘mentiohed, students not classified as "high or "low"
self—ofiepted functioned as group observers.

Each observer was given an "observer rating form"” which

\
The five questions were

Two observers were assigned

ircluded five, 9-point, Likert-type questions.
designe& to assess; 1) the frequency with whicb majority vote was utilized
by the group; 2) the frequency with which group members resorted to averag-
‘ing of rankings in resolving differences; 3) the frequency of trading

Qccurring in the group; 4) the extent'to vhich one person dominated the



-12- .

7 L Y

discussion and; %) the extent to which all members were able to fully

discuss their views when diaugreements occurred ‘ OhSérVefB were given
- &5

& brief 1ecturette‘on the uifrerences between various decision modes
- L‘_--l >

frequently utilized by groups faced with a decision taak. Obaervers

were asked to record their nggppnses without collaborating with each

] -
other. In addition, observers performed the following duties: 1)'at

-

fhe end of 30 minutes, they informed the groups that they would have
10 more minutes to complete the task, if necessary; 2) after the group

had completed the task, they handed out a 12-item Likert~type question-

s

naire to be completed 1nd1viduql1y by each group participant.

Seven of the ‘questions were.aesigned to assess subject reactions
iﬁ terms of satisfaction with their groups' decisions, satinfaction-with
self-perfofmance. and'pepceived group effeétiveﬁeaa. The remaining fi;c
questions were identical to those on the obser;era' forms and were
designed to determine the degree of CGnguence between gelf- reports

l-)

and observer ratings concerning the styles.of*d@cision~mnk1qg by the

..

group.

Criteriafbf'Meas%rement

- The task lends itself to a number of estimates of group Tunctloning.
In addition to indices of .the quality of group declsions, indices of

utilization of resources and achievement of the "assembly effect bonus"

o

.can be computed.

Déciqion quality index. Subject responses to the NASA Task .are, in essence,

rank orderings of standard items. Therefore, both individual and group
‘ o ¢ -
. responses can be compared to the objectively correct .orderings supplled

by NASA. Decisicn adequacy is determined by summing the abgsolute deviations

Pl



error scores, prior to any group' interaction, are frequently used as - .
ot am mv maaamaean e I T I R et o NI _:\_'___,___ e e g e

' - < f

\

bﬁtween subject rghkings and the solution kéy for each of the 15 i£ems.
This results in an "error score’, the‘:manitﬁde of which is inversely .
yélatqd w0 decision qualify.o Error qcogea.on the NASA Task can vary from
0 to 112 points from absolute accuracy. «

Utllization of average fésourqes index. Pooled or averaged indjividual

[ AT

the buse-line from which group decisions are evaluated (Hell and Williamk,ﬂ‘g--

1966). Gain or loss inh quality of the final group score when compared .

with the averi%e 1ndiv1dual error soore, then refleota th¢ effects of
57

-interaction and, therefore, can serve as an index of the dggree to which

*

in-group resources have béen gffectively utilized in forming a group

decision.

€

Utilization of wost accurate resources. This index is similar to the -

utilization of average resources index, except that in this case, the
most dccurate member's score, prior to group 1nteractioﬁ,.i§ compared

with the group score. The difference score obtained reflects how well

Y

each group utilizes its most skilled resource. L /

Assembly effect bonus. As defined by Collins and Guetzkow (1964 p, $8),

this effect,'".;.occurs when the group is able to achleve collectively

something which could not have been achleved by any member working alone

L)

- O0r by a conbination of individual efforts”. As used here, it refers to

- those 1instances wﬁqn the group's decision surpasses in quality its most

accurate group mber's decision. Gfoups achieving the assembly effect
y :
bonus are agsigned a value of 1, while those who do not are assigned a
‘
value of 0. Thus, cell totals can vary from 0 to 9,

Time measﬁre. As & final measure of group Functloning, thv time taken

to acqomplish the task was recorded. for each group A moximum time 1imit

of hO minates was 1mposed on all grogps.



to wéich averanging wns used. Flgure 1 11lustrates this finding.

w1l , ' .
o ° / . N
RESULTS ' . 3

o . . A4

- . : W
As a check on the effectiveness of the inatructions, analyses’

_of variance were computed for observer rating responses and subject

questionnaire responses, For observer responses, there were significant

r

differences - -between instructed and uninstructed groups gn three questions:

1) the freﬂuency with which majority vote was utilized by the group in

regching its decisions; 2) the frequency with which group members re-

sorted to.averaging of rankings in resolving diffetences; and 3) the

_frequency of trading occurring in the grqup . The results for these

. H X T
_questions uré\presentgd'in Table Y. ' ,

P el el L R R R R Y

- s TR P PO s PP N g Mt o S Y Y @ e n -
- .

These results indicate that' uninstructed groups resort to decision
. : : A .

v

stylés.of mnﬂority vote, averaging and trading significantly more than

.do instructed groups. The AxB interaction obtained for question 22 was

-

subjected to a Newman-Keuls Test. The results indicated that "high"

. . . Q .
solf—oriented groups resorted to averaging of ranklings:to resolve

differenges significantly more than did "low" self-oriented groups in

_the uninstrugted condition (p<05). With instructed groups, however,

v ; , )
"high" and "low" groups did not significantly differ on the extent

¢
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Croup members responded to 12 questions after completlng.the NASA
Task. The only signlficant differences among all froups were obtanined
on the same quéstiohs which were found to be signiricant on the observer
respopse analyées discussed abpve. The directioh o¥ the differences,

fncluding the AxB interaction for question 2 (Figure 1), were the same )



as those qbtained by the observers (P<.005). It 1s inteTesting to note -

1

. _ that no differences wére noted for subjccts'-reactions to queﬂttbna-

~

concerning fatiafd¢tion with gfoup,dqdiqionag satisfaction with self-

e _ performance‘gnd perceived group effectiveneus..'

]

in conjunction with observer reports, however, they can provide useful ’
supplementary information. In the presené study, self-reports of the

_ decision techniques being employed wére conkruent with thoge made by

,obsefversl Apparently, group members weré cognizant of the decision
' . ' . . N - )
styles that they used and were able to indicate this on the "post-

experimental” questionnaire.

’ *

Based on the observ response analyses, as well as the analyses
of the subject questionndire, it would appear that instructed and un-

instructed greups’ employed distinctly different modes_of decision-making.

-

It ig_reasonabie to asgume, therefore, that these differences were

promoted by the instructioms. Tests of the effect of the 1nst}uctions

v

on group efficacy are nggyin order,

" The two general hypotheses of importance aré 1) that inatructed
?éroups will perform more éffectively than uninatructed groups, and )

]

that groups coﬁpoqed of membergs who are all "high" on a measure of self-
ol T, :
: orientation will perform less effectively than groups composed of members
» ’ ) )
. . who are all "low" on the measure. These hypotheses were tested in terms

6f several performance indices.

.
.

\
Group Decisions Q&aligy

Ll

In order to assess declision quality, "Error Scores’, defined pre-

viously, were computed for all individua¥s and groups. Table 2 presenks
ST ' B . '

. .‘ L

. . |
~.._Sole reliance on self-reports can often be misleading., K When used .
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Insert Table 2 here ¢
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L

* . With respect to group decision quality, 1t would be expected' that

1) dnstructed groude:ould}produce Qecisiona which &re qualitatively

R N s e e e
. superior to those pr uc?d by uninstructed groupn and further, 2) groups .

]
composed of MEmberB who are all "high" in self~or1en¥it£yé'would produge '
g .

decisfons which would ve inferior to ‘those produced by Qfoups composed
”\\:f "Low" self—oriented memberq Implicit in these hypothgses was the .

ssumption that pre-discussion resourceh available to all groupa kpu
v

be of compﬂrable quality. Inspection of Table 2 indicates that before .
group discussion, mcan-e;rér ‘scores for the various -groups dixfered T \
somewhat : Inatrunted tkl)xhl 79; Undnstructed (A?)-39 09; High \\ ' -

Ori.=39.68; Low Ori.=hl1,20. While these differences are not great,
1t was thought that the hypotheses could be;testeqrﬁore‘objectively by
the use of covari;nce procedures thereby controlling any possible -
pre-discussion "advantages" among groups. : «.. '

‘TWO separate facfbri?l analyses ;f covariance were perfo;med:
First, mean pre—discugéion resources, taken as a basellne competence
level for all group& were compared with final group decision acorps.

Reference to Table 3 indicates that an F or h.62(df-1/31) was optained

when instructed and- unhinstructed gréups were compared (pc.05).

> : Insert Table 3 here

T T e N
)

In the second analysis, the most accurate resources before,group

discussion functioned ns the covariates and were campared to fiﬁnl grogp \

I
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débisiona. ﬂerb agpin,~sign1ficanb differences were. obtnined betwean .

o, ' mst‘&wted and whnatructed conddtions (F=9.30; dr—l/:%l. ¥.oL),
X doth anulyses, £h?{quality of the decisions produeed b& inntruutcd groupa
ﬁere.fbund tc be signifieantxy superior to those produced by uninutruéted

groups when adjustpd ror pre~discudnion resources.’ '4

«

s _The F’ratios from these analyaes also 1ndic9tgd that "high" and -

SN, - R ....-.; [ R ——— - =
* o Mout 8é1i~0riente;\grQups dfh\not signiﬂicantLy dtffor 1h the. quality B

of their final decisiona (Fﬂ 66 and 2 16) o
Thus., it may be concluded that. inatructed groups produced better

K]

LI

deciaions%?n the NA%A Task than uninﬁtruéted groupa._ This supparts-
o S hypothesgis 1. High und low groups, however dld not” funﬁéion ﬂs hy—_
"_,1 N _"' pothesized ag no significant differenifs on decision quality were noted ’
for these groups. ITherefore, hypothesis 2 is ;ot supported. -

"

. ) . . . Y
~Qua11ty gaing of group Qecﬁsions erflaveragc resources .
: . ' ¥

As dlscussed by Collins and Guetz%ow (lQbh), an advantage of group.

deciaion~mak1ng over individual declsibn mn&ing is thuh a widcr rangc :
' of informntlon is available in the group situation Thia renulta in N

\1'.

i d greater likeliuood that grOup members will aulect more adequate 8O-
1utle>ns° While it is difficult tp diWeLtly measute the degree to whioh
‘group membtrs capltalize on this available 1nformation, one index of

procedural effectiveness can be derived by comparing the quality 1ncremcnts
\\

- v
e

R - of a group 8 deciuion over its existent average reuources.. Since the.'
- o \judgements of all gr@up members were collected prtnr tn group discuaaton '

L

on thp expexlmental task, 1t was poasible to compure ‘the pre«dlacunsion

-
L 2]
.

member data with the finel group decision. Thus, the ga;n or loqp scores
! « i ) ' . ’ \ ’ . ' .
* | -were used as an indirect .criterion of the effectiveness of a group's

L]
-

. . _
¢ . "declsion-making process. . »

B L L LT e LI T PP P
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decisienretyle by definition, would be better\able tp utjlize their

1

average resources thah uninstruuted groups und 2) "that. "high" self» .
l .

“orlented groups, due: ‘to their potential fér 1hcreased interperaonal
»

obstacles, would be less 11kcly~thun "Low" se1f~orianted groups to

Y Lo &
gain-loss scores summarized in Table 3 shows that instructed groups
. ‘ AR
differed significantly from uninstructed groups in gains’ pver mean

»
L J

regources., A comparigbh of the mean 1mpnovement in quality of 15.43 ,

iy

points wh%chxﬂﬁbexperienced by 1nstnucted groups with the me '1nc§ense

of 8 76 points prOduced by uninstructed groups yielded an F oing 17

(df=1/32) which .ig aig_nificant-beyqn__d the .05 level. B
"High" self-oriented groups exﬁcrienced a megn &ncf&nse’in,ﬁugliﬁy

over their'avéragé'resourées of 11.30 po;nts, while "low" aelfaoriented

groups produced L3 me&ﬁwincrease An quality of 12.90 points. This dif<
. _ .
ferenca 48 not, signiflcant (F<l)

Utilization of most accurate resources

. ’

The gain-loss scores over the group's most accurate member reflect

¥

how well the group utilizes 1ts most skilled résource.. It 1s belleved
. ) . . E.'\ N . . ) ~ . ‘. , '. '
thaf the'extent to which'a group is able to approach the performance

of 1ts most proficient member haa implicatlons not only fOr deeiaion

F -

N quality, but, for continued member commitmnnt as well (McGreQOr. 1967,

. MALY and Williems 1970) ' S : R

A éomparison of 1nstructed,and uninstructed groups indlcate that'

K the former groups improved +i.50 points aver their most accurate group

members while uninstructed groups decreased'an'uverage of -2.9h4 poinpa

-(Tﬁble ?, column 5). This difference iq significant bfyond the .01
4 R : i . N »
1eve1 (F-9 Lo, af of 1/32). :
! . ' :
i . ‘P - * ) . o -

- - - [
. N

v e ' Ty
e | ‘ P
It was assumed that 1) iﬂatruched_grqupa; ﬂuv%¢g~employeh a'consensual .

.

1,

__wucapitalizcﬁpnwtheiruavnilahqurﬁnﬂurnea.W”anegenccwtcﬂﬁﬁgﬁdnalynianofm,hmm“NMWWWW_.
~ N * ? bt . : .

e
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toe High - self- orientpd groups grodu@%ﬁ o mean loss in qunlityﬁover

s, !

their best regources of -0.89 points while. "low' sei}~oriented groups
v ..f ‘ .

experignqed:a gain of +2.4k4 points. Whilg this difference 1s in the

'réSUurces instluctod groups iunctioned as expnc'nd and hypotheais 1

‘ Achlevement of the nssemb%y effect benus

eXpected direcﬁion' it is ﬁbt Bignificnntaa' the coﬁwontlonadly accepted |
f” : I ' ’ )
levelds of-Coniidoncn (F=1. 8 af=1/32, pl<:Po) 1 . - '

m e Thus *with'resptct tG‘both the" u@IIIZaLion o uverage and " DeEE

is supported... High und "low" self-oriented groups did not slgnijicantly

differ on theso variables and thprefore hypotheaiﬂ is not supported.

-

with having achieved the event. “

‘ i . ,
. The assembly:effect bonus is closely related to thg galn.loss : .\\
criteiia of group effectiveness. It is polentially avnilhb]e’%@ uli

groups, and as Collins and Guetzkow (196h) have suggested, its avhinve~

ment is contlngent Upon the manyor in which groups reconcile 1nterpcrsonal P

and task obstacles, .Groups which produced decisions which Were qua_l:lt.m-~

tively superior to those produced'by their "best" raaod&ce,;wore eredited

>

Of the instructad‘groups, 13 or 7% surpasied the performance of

thelr most prui‘inﬁ.en't, members. By comparison, o‘:f' the uninstructed groups,

«
N

only O or 33% achieved Lhe assembly eftect bonus as dviinod here. Since -

the occurrence of unc-efiect is, in essence, a dicaotcmous situation, 1t is

IS

easy. toﬁtest any eigni*icant dlfierences thut might ékist between groups byﬁ/

~
assigning a "+" to those gro&ps whq achieve the efioct andsa 12" to those who

do not.. Using a one-talled test for signjflcanCp o' difference between
two proportions (Brunning and Kintz, 1968, p 199), a = of 2.34 wns obtained

which iﬁ gignificant beyond the .01 level. Therefore it may be con- \

.. -~ B ) N

cluded that  a signitlcantly higher proportion of instructed

o
A}

A



orienﬁea""gﬁagisi out-performing their own "best” resource was significantly,

. .
.
(Y nd
S omor § ® =20~ v A x
DRt .
AY
: I
P ued . o .

groupé achﬁﬂf%ﬁ@%ﬂg assembly effect.

A In comparibg "high" and "low" self-oriented groups, 7 or 39% of

T 1] ) - ) 5
the "high" groups achieved the assembly effect, while 12.or 67% of (ﬂe
. , T
"low" groups achieved it. This difference was also found, to be signifi-

cant (z=1.67, p<.05), 1ndicating that the pr%portion of "high" self-’
AY

legs than the ﬁropo}tioﬁ'of "low" self-oriented groups achigving this

L
. . N
A
~

It will_b$ recalled thaﬁ the anal&ses of observer and self-reports

event, | L

indicated that "l‘iigh'i and "low" self-oriepted groups differed signi-
. Ty
ficantly tn the degree to which they used averaging of rankings in resolving

diffe;énces (Figure 1). This differeéce was noted only for "high" and )
;iow" groups in the uﬁinstrﬁcted (contzol)cqqgitiona. IWhen averaging"of .
rankings is the modus operandi, it is reasonéble to assume that the like-
‘f;hood of achieving the assembly'éffect bonus will be greatly reduced. &
Therefore, one might expect differences in the propoption-of "high". and

" .ow" gro&ps (in the uninstructed cofdition) achieving the a%aembly effect.
Another anelysis wés performed comparing "high" and "}ow" self~oriented

groups in tge uninstructed condition.only. -Qf the ”highﬁ grou}s,'anli o Co.
1 (11%) achieved;the assembly effect. Over half of the "low groups in -

this condition outperformed their "best" member 6§aource (55* of té;nl).

Uking the proportions test delineated previouély, a significant difference.

was obtained (z=2.00,.p<.05). It is interesting to note that in the N

instructed copdition, "high" and "low" groyps achieved the assembly effect - -
f . |

. almost the same number of timed (Table 2, column 6). Therefore, it may )

. , , '
be concluded that only in the uninstructed condition do "high" and "low"

groupd significantly differ in the proportion of times they achlieve the .



effect. This differencé; it appears, 1s due to the greater-use.of

averaging of}rankingé by "high" self-oriented groups in the control

t L3

. : conditibn. ' o . ? S "‘

Time Criterion

As a final medsure of group functioning, the time each group used to

.”égﬁgiégé”;ge,tégk.wgs recorded. Reference to fablé 2 indicates thag;
instructed.groups'averaged 30.39 minutes, uninstructed grdups, 21:17
minutes; "high" self-oriented groups averaged 26.05 minutes while "low"

' ;elf—oriented groups required .on the average 25.50 minutes to complete. ...
the ﬁASA Task. A factorial Analysis (Table 3) yielded an F=10.01
(af of 1/32, p<.01) for factor A (instructions), ind;cating that in-
structed groﬁps utilized -significantly more time than uninstructed groups

- - in.completing thé task. No other significant time differencés among

A

: groups’ were obtained.
‘ A}

Pl
. .
»
A
;
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DISCUSSION

The instructions employed in the present study were designed to up-~.
. .- b .

grade group efficacy by promoting group mémbers to Qtilize a cangensual -

approach to decision-making. Tﬁe results clearly indicnte that this
i

occurred and hypothesis 1 was confitmed. When compared with uninstructed -

/"groups, instructed groups were found to produce qualit[tivaly’bqtter e
D : < ' )
decisions], to more fully utilize both their average and best resources,

~
1

and to achieir the assembly effect bonus a grehter propOrtioﬂ of the
time. PBased on the findings here, it appears that the'consensudl tech- _—
niques employed by lnstructed groups.were superioQ because they promoted

a fuller sharing of ideas among participshts. _This "fuller sharing of

£

i '1§1deaa" appears to have been broughi‘about Sy avolding quick compromise
techniques such as gpajority rule, tradiﬁg, or averaging of rankihgs,_
thus breaking a "strain toward convergénceh phenomenon noted in
procedurally unwise decision—m;king‘groups: With increased tolerance

"for others' opiniens, more 1nfo;mation was made available to members of -

instructed -groups, thereby increasing their chances. of "hitting" upon’
. - ) ;

LY

the correct‘qblutions, Patently, instructed groups performed more
L5 . E
:r effectively Egan uninstructed groups; however, it was not withdut a price.
Instructed grcfups utilized almost 50% more time in fashioning their group

- decislions on Eﬁ% experimental task. This finding is contrary to the reaplts
S _ ; ; .

presented by ﬁall and Williams (1970) and Hall}and"Wataon (1971), who.
purport that ‘trained or instructed groups, while performing more effectively

than untrained groups, required no more time'to.comﬁleté their task whgﬁT
< ' ' : . ’

using a consensual approach.

It seems reasonable thiat groups making quick compromises via majority
. . C : :




‘:noted here ig open to speculation. Ope could not argue that the ‘.‘-

~ the differential outcones-npted. Furthe?*speeulation'wouldnseen un-

'utilizetion of discussionytime is a critical factor in determining overall

to‘assess subjects' reactions to théir goup in terms of satisfaction with

"An inferenoe cdn be made, therefore, that consensual deeision technjﬂueh)

'rule techniques or the 1ike shduld require 1es time to complete a task

L 4

than groups using a conseneual technique which, by definition, requirea"

, ¢ . . RN

that "all members are allowed the opportunity to express their opinions.

Just why these previous researchers did not find the t*me differences

-

‘Vdecision problem utilized creeted the discrepanoy in findinga between N

¥ ’ N L]

the present s tudy and the Hall et al studies since the task demande in -
d1l of the .studies were similar, if not identical. Perhaps thexfect
that the present investigation imposed 8 constant time 1imit of ‘L0

minutes on &ll groups, while therﬂell‘et'al studies did not, ianuEnced v

»
-

werraﬁted Based on the re ults of this study, however, a consensual
technique is not without its drawbacks. Specifically, it'appea;s that

1t requires more time, and as poirited,,out by Maier (1967), the.effective

’ | .. ] o : - ! .
group efficacy.' | : : L . .

- - . - *
B
' H - L]

McGregor (1967) has-suggested that increasing member involvement

Lin deeisionwmnkfng can encourage fuller.a9ceptance of the decieiOn and, . R

-~ -

in turn, i likely to affect the attitudes of group memberw toward group

- e

S

work . %here?ores'pnel‘ight reasonably expect that euch changca would be

¢

Mo

reflected in a person's responses to questions concerning group func- - - e

5 i - R 4\“? .
tioning. It will be recalled, however, that on the questions designed ’
r ‘ '

~
¥ -

.
group «decisions, satisfaction with se]f-performance and percelved group .
£x} . - l \ -
effectivcness, no differences were noted among any of the conditions. K.

5 .

¥
i

F
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v while permitting increased melber involvement in the decision-making

Vo process, do mot necessarily'iehd to increased acceptance of the group's

-

final product. nor do they autoMathally create favorable” attitudes'

M

toward group work

In addition tq'investigating the aecision.techniques eémployed by

A

the presént.ﬂtﬁdy examined the efficacy of manipulating a grodp's

S s

c0mposithm1s?th respect to its level of self-orientation., It was hypo-
thesized that "high" self—orlented gn:ups regardless of whether or not

s they received the 1nstruction ‘would perform less effectively than "Llow"

" groups_ because they\yould g@ve a more difficult'time effectively inte-

grating task and soc10-emoﬁf$na1 concerns. Tbia assumption, however,
was not supported by the results obtained. It whs noted that "high" =

. . ) . . < , \.
.and "low" groups in the instructed conditions did not differ on any of
. N - . . . .

. ' tie criteria mecsured; h&we&%i, "high" and "low" self—oricnted groups

- . b4 V-
3

{igthe uninstructed condition did significantly differ in two important

*f Wa@g 1) on the extent to which they utilized averaging of rankings in

: i/ﬁ?. . dec%sion«making and 2) on thein achievement of the assemb]y ‘effect bonus,

% S Theie flndlngs suggest multiple implications. Firﬂt 1t appears that the
ég‘ 3 | conﬂensual instructions were a leveler s as no 81gnificanp differenceg :
:égi : v ;é. vetw¥en "high" and "Low" groups were notec“in ccy of'thc performahce |
§§_ﬁ5§§ : criteria, ocserver reactions, or self-reports.” A similar finding hés been
-v'. 5 - .

-
~.

reported by Hall and Williams (1970). Secondly, it appears that when "High"

.r i
P "~ “‘v
_ mﬁ*

and "1ow“se1f-oriented members- are icft to their own devices, they do func-

tion differently in multi-stage decision-mhking situatlons of this kind.

i\

‘groups and the effects of consensual instructions an group functioping, =~
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T It is interesting to hote that while "high" and "Low" self-oriented
.3 groups used majority rulé and trading techniques to the same degree,

- - "nigh' groups resorted to averaging significantly more than'loﬁ".groups in
the control condition. While increased use of this technique apparontly

did not affect overall decislon-quality, the data indicates that it N, ‘ -

1

.. ._.hindered.the achievement—of the-assembLy effect~bonua. ka'menttoned“pr?t“'
viously, the assembly effect does not automatically occur; rather, it

represente the potential'of‘a group to out-perform its own "best" reeource.

As such, ]t is closely related to group creativity (Hull and Watson, 1971)

é,‘mhprefore it is not surprising that compromiae techniques, such as averaging,

———f
o

hinder group creativ1+y and are reflected in fewer occurrences of the

assembly effect”txnmsu This suggests that "high" self-oriented group
o . [

- ~ members handled conflictiless creatively than "low" self-oriented group

!

- o [ 1
gmembers, albeit no marked differences in other performance criteria were:

A

& “obtained. = | : o S
Ed . )

From the present atudy, one could draw the conclusion thaﬂ a majority

ety

e~

vote technique, while clearly inferior to congensual approaches, is a
sohewhaﬁ”more creative technique thean is the averaging!approach - If

circumstances did not permit a consensual regsolution of differences (e.g ;

» ‘ s

tlme constralnts), then it appears that it might be advantageous to "take
a vote to solve the problem rather than "pooling' or averaging group- 8ug- ..

o gestions into a'final solution.
A - ’ ) ”
Addltionally, the findings of the present: atudy indicate several*ﬂ

) . practical suggestions for upgrading group performance on multi-stage

decision tasks: l) if possible, select members whose self-oriented needs

-

are of a less intense variety, 2) employ procedural guldelines which promate..

a "consensuall resolution of conflicts. ’ . o
%

-
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, Both %he feasibility of an intervention in the social oontext in '

which 1t will be employed and the efficacy of the in@ervontion in pro-

- moting the desired outcomes are critical concerns. Selecting members

for a decision?making conference whose'self~orientéd neeids are of a less
intense variety my prove difficult for a variéty of rensons. .Furthgrmore,

!
powerful enough to evince the desired results.

The major implication, of the present study is that ii~ia
possible to improve group performance even 'with potentially "poor" group
members via a simple struétured infervention. It will be recalled -that

. ' LN
alth;ugh "high" and "low" se1f~orientgd'g}oup§ functioned somewhat differently
in the control condition, they performed uhiformly in the instructed condl-
tion. This supports the generality of the procedural intervention utilized
in the present study, as well as indica*ing the simplicity of ﬁhe approach

. One must be aware that the type of task or problem a‘group fg faced
with 15 also'a'critical concern, and the previous comments might only be-

- .
applieable” to multi-stage rating tasks of the kinq used here. Furthermore,
one should not overlook the possibility that pérsonality characteristics
may interact with both problem typg'and group deci;ionémaking procé@urea.

Suéh considerations repreéent futuke quesiions-for_researqh.

1.
il

N

)]

45 1HATCELEa by the' Premdnt- fidings; - such - an-dntervent Lon-may- not- be- e,
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